FILED

NOT FOR PUBLICATION MAR 15 2006
CATHY A. CATTERSON, CLERK
UNITED STATES COURT OF APPEALS U.S. COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE NINTH CIRCUIT
JEFFREY ALAN BADE, No. 03-16827
Plaintiff - Appellant, D.C. No. CV-02-00909-RLH
V.
MEMORANDUM"

COURTESY OLDSMOBILE, INC.,

Defendant - Appellee.

Appeal from the United States District Court
for the District of Nevada
Roger L. Hunt, District Judge, Presiding

Submitted March 8, 2006

Before: CANBY, BEEZER, and KOZINSKI, Circuit Judges.

Jeffrey Allan Bade appeals pro se from the district court’s summary
judgment dismissing his action alleging claims under the Truth-in-Lending Act

(“TILA”) and various state laws. We have jurisdiction pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
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The panel unanimously finds this case suitable for decision without
oral argument. See Fed. R. App. P. 34(a)(2).



§ 1291. We review a grant of summary judgment de novo, and we may affirm on
any grounds supported by the record. Enlow v. Salem-Keizer Yellow Cab Co., 389
F.3d 802, 811 (9th Cir.2004).

The district court granted summary judgment on Bade’s TILA claims
because it concluded defendant dealer never extended credit to him, and so TILA
did not apply to Bade’s cash purchase of a used truck. See 15 U.S.C. § 1602(e)
(defining term “credit” as “the right granted by a creditor to a debtor to defer
payment of debt or to incur debt and defer its payment”); 15 U.S.C. § 1638(b)(1)
(providing that disclosures required by TILA “shall be made before the credit is
extended”). Assuming arguendo that Bade entered into a credit transaction with
defendant dealer, summary judgment was still proper because Bade did not raise a
genuine issue of material fact as to whether defendant failed to make any
disclosure required by statute. See 15 U.S.C. § 1638(a) (setting forth required
disclosures).

The district court did not abuse its discretion in declining to exercise
supplemental jurisdiction over Bade’s state-law claims. See 28 U.S.C.

§ 1367(c)(3) (district court may decline supplemental jurisdiction if it has

“dismissed all claims over which it has original jurisdiction™); Acri v. Varian



Associates, Inc., 114 F.3d 999, 1001 (9th Cir. 1997 ) (en banc) (describing factors
district court should consider in declining supplemental jurisdiction).

Bade’s remaining contentions lack merit.

AFFIRMED.
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